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The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

Claims 1-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Takahara et al. 
(U.S. Patent 5,381,158). 

Claim 1: FIG. 1 illustrates a system in which a user physically interacts with objects in a 
three dimensional environment. The movement and interaction of the objects is the for the 
purpose of collating and retrieving information from a database (col 2, lines 43-45) and thus 
constitutes data mining. Each of the objects (FIG. 2) represents keywords (col. 6, lines 39-44) 
and thus represents rules since they define what is to be searched for in the database. As seen in 
FIG. 8, the user can zoom on an object by physically moving it closer to the eye, and navigate by 
moving the object along a multi-dimensional axis. 

Claim 2: In FIG. 2, all of the rules which are available to the user are represented. 

Claim 3: In FIG. 8, only one of the rules is represented, thus less than all the rules are 
represented. 

Claim 4: As seen in FIG. 2, the rules (7A) and (7B) are presented as spheres. As seen in 
FIG. 10, the spheres can be placed along a spirally arranged path to retrieve data for certain 
period of time. 

Claim 5: As described at col. 7, lines 35-40, the size of the sphere is related to the 
amount of information it contains. A larger sphere embodies a greater amount of information. 
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Claim 6: As seen in FIGS. 11, 12(A) and 12(B), information such as "Literature" or 
"History" is displayed in association with each object, with each object correlating to a rule. 

Claim 7: Col. 6, lines 39-44, indicate that the keywords on each object, such as 
"Literature" or "History" illustrated in FIG. 12(A) correlate to indexes. In other words, Takahara 
et al. defines the keywords as being retrieval indexes. 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 8-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Josephson et al. 
(U.S. Patent 6,771,293). 

Claim 8: The reference to Josephson is directed to the concept of filtering designs in a 
large database of available designs. The filtering process is readable as the act of removing noise 
from data, the noise being data that is filtered out (abstract, lines 1-6). 

The "concept learner" is the system that performs the process shown in FIG. 1. 

The seeker (30) obtains component from a database of devices (10) (col. 3, lines 1-5) to 
form design candidates, which are the claimed "concepts". 

Algorithms called design critics (60) perform an evaluation of each device that is 
obtained by the seeker (col. 3, lines 6-11). The critics (60) evaluate information in each design 
candidate, and detect certain components of the concept, such as cost of the concept. 
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Optimization is achieved by achieved by placing the design candidates on a trade-off 
diagram, such as shown in FIG. 3, to determine which design has the best combination of 
multiple characteristics. 

Filtering is accomplished using a filter (70) to reduce the number of design candidates. 
Any data is readable as "training data", since the claims do not recite any actual training steps. 

Claim 9: Table 1, illustrates a first run which creates a model (the model being Table 1 
itself). The Table 2 is a second run performed, using the data of Experiment B and further 
filtered with two design criteria. Accordingly, Table 1 produces the basic model while Table 2 
produces further refined results from the filtered data in Table 1 (col. 9, lines 1-31). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Sam Rimell at 
telephone number (571) 272-4084. 

Sam Rimell 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2165 




